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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 2-20 are presented for examination. This action is in response to the 
amendment filed 5/12/2005. Applicant has amended claims 3, 11 and 16. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, 
subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 2-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The language of independent claims 3, 6, 11 and 16 raises a question as to 
whether the claim is directed merely to an abstract idea that is not tied to' a 
technological art, environment or machine which would result in a practical application 
producing a useful, concrete and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject 
matter under 35 U.S.C. 101. 

Independent claims 3, 6, 11 and 16 do not appear to require any computer 
hardware to implement the claimed invention. These claims appear to define the metes 
and bounds of an invention comprised of software alone. There is no support (i.e., 
explicitly claimed computer hardware) in the body of the claims. The systems of claims 
3 and 16 appear to be a system comprised entirely of software. Software alone, without 
a machine, is incapable of transforming any physical subject matter by chemical, 
electrical, or mechanical acts. If the "acts" of a claimed process manipulate only 
numbers, abstract concepts or ideas, or signals representing any of the foregoing, the 
acts are not being applied to appropriate subject matter. In re Schrader, 22 F.3d 290 at 
294-95, 30 USPQ2d 1455 at 1458-59 (Fed. Cir. 1994). Transformation of data by a 
machine constitutes statutory subject matter if the claimed invention as a whole 
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accomplishes a practical application. That is, it must produce a "useful, concrete and 
tangible result." State Street, 149 F.3d 1368, 1373, 47 USPQ2d 1596 at 1600-02 (Fed. 
Cir. 1998). MPEP 2106. State Street required transformation of data by a machine 
before it applied the "useful, concrete, and tangible test." However, State Street does 
not hold that a "useful, concrete and tangible result" alone, without a machine, is 
sufficient for statutory subject matter. State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373, 47 USPQ2d at 
1601. 

Claims 2-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention, 
appearing to be comprised of software alone without claiming associated computer 
hardware required for execution. 

5. Claims 2-5, 11-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Davidson et al (US Pat. 5,375,234) in view of Tate (US Pat. 5,463,769) and 
Cramsie et al (US Pat. 5,448,726). 

As to claim 3, Davidson teaches a system for providing dynamic definition 
(update data dictionary to reflect changes to objects) of an application object (objects, 
col. 1, lines 20-24), comprising: 

means for providing an application dictionary (data dictionary) that contain 
information (information) about the application object (col. 1, lines 9-40); 

means for modifying the application dictionary (update the data dictionary) to 
modify a definition (col. 1, lines 9-40) of the application object (reflect changes to 
objects). See col. 4, lines 21-52; col. 6, lines 29-37. 

Davidson does not teach object-oriented system implementation, means for 
providing a class dictionary entry that defines meta information about the application 
object, nor means for validating the application dictionary modification. 

Tate teaches object-oriented implementation of dictionary management (abstract, 
lines 7-8), including means for providing a class dictionary entry (mode dictionary entry 
for each class, col. 4, lines 31-32) to define the meta information about an application 
object (dictionary of class method dictionaries). See col. 2, line 50 - col. 3, line 1; col. 4, 
line 48 -col. 5, line 11. 
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Given the teaching of Tate, it would have been obvious to implement the 
dictionary management of Davidson with an object-oriented system and to include 
means for providing a class dictionary entry that defines meta information about the 
application object of Davidson. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to combine the teachings of Davidson and Tate because this would have 
provided a dictionary data structure which simplifies the change of mode of operations 
(Tate, col. 2, lines 38-40; col. 5, lines 24-34) which is desirable in Davidson (multiple 
modes supported such as create, delete, etc, col. 4, lines 21-32). 

Regarding means for validating the application dictionary modification, Cramsie 
teaches dictionary management, including means for validating dictionary modification 
(validation process, verify data model's accuracy). See col. 4, lines 8-34; col. 4, line 63 
- col. 5, line 25; col. 6, line 65 - col. 7, Iine2 4; col. 8, line 18 - col. 9, line 3. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to include means for validating into 
Davidson as modified. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the teachings of Cramsie and Davidson as modified because this would have 
provided a dictionary data structure which accommodates growth and is easily 
available (Cramsie, col. 9, line 50 - col. 10, line 3). 

As to the amended component framework environment, it is met by Davidsopn 
as modified which provides a component framework environment (Tate, object-oriented 
environment) with client objects and server objects (Tate, source objects, target 
objects, col. 1, lines 39-54). Further, the amended a plurality of application dictionaries, 
one application dictionary for each client component and each server component, this 
would have been an obvious choice in that the dictionary is a data structure comprising 
sections each having information concerning one of the multiple objects (Davidson, col. 
1, lines 9-40). Designating such sections of the dictionary as separate dictionaries / sub 
dictionaries would have been an obvious choice in data structure management. 

As to claim 2, Davidson teaches means for determining the default location of the 
application object (origin, col. 1, lines 11-14). 

As to claim 4, Davidson teaches means for saving the modified definition of the 
application object (update data dictionary to reflect changes to objects) (discussion of 
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claim 1). Note discussion of claim 3 for validating the application dictionary 
modification. 

As to claim 5, Davidson as modified teaches (Tate) means for defining a list of 
allowable attributes (list of supported methods) to be changed (add/delete, col. 4, line 
48 -col. 5, line 11). 

As to claims 11, it is basically a program product claim of claim 1 except for logic 
for providing a range definition. Davidson as modified teaches (Cramsie) logic for 
providing a range definition (value range) for each modifiable application object 
definition that specifies minimum [min of zero would have been an obvious choice in 
view of the fact that an object represents a student's course number] and maximum 
values (<100) for the definition. See col. 6, line 28 - col. 7, line 24. Note discussion of 
claim 3 for a motivation to combine. Davidson as modified further teaches (Tate) 
component pertinent information allowing a component to communicate with other 
components (connection between objects, col. 1, lines 49-54). It is noted that objects 
communicate via method invocations. Therefore, it would have been obvious to include 
such component pertinent information into other object information compiled in the data 
dictionaries. 

As to claims 12-15, these are program product claims of claims 2-5, respectively, 
thus note claims 2-5 for discussions. 

As to claims 16, it is basically a system claim of claim 3 and note the equivalence 
of modifier / means for modifying. Claim 3 does not cover a range enumeration 
definition. Davidson as modified teaches (Cramsie) a range enumeration definition 
(range definition) defining a comprehensive list of allowable attribute values for each 
application object definition (not greater than 100, numeric values only). See col. 6, line 
28 - col. 7, line 24. note discussion of claim 1 for a motivation to combine. Note 
discussion of claim 11 for component pertinent information, allowing a component to 
communicate with other components. 

As to claims 17-20, these are system claims of claims 2-5, respectively, thus note 
claims 2-5 for discussions. Further note the equivalence of validation mechanism / 
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means for validating regarding claim 18, and save mechanism / means for saving 
regarding claim 19. 

6. Claims 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Davidson et al (US Pat. 5,375,234) in view of Tate (US Pat. 5,463,769) and Fujii et al 
(US Pat. 6,032,198). 

As to claim 6, it is basically a method claim of claim 1 except for component 
framework environment, one application dictionary for each client and server. 

Fujii teaches using application dictionaries (interface dictionary 110, data item 
dictionary 111) in a component framework environment (client-server applications 
conforming to CORBA/DCOM architectures), wherein teach client/server component 
(application, program) is provided with its application dictionary (interface dictionary 
110, data item dictionary 111 stored in repository 109) which is updatable. See col. 1, 
lines 16-39; col. 2, lines 17-59; col. 4, lines 10-19; col. 6, lines 27-61; col. 7, line 1 - 
col. 8, lines 6. 

Given the teaching of Fujii, it would have been obvious to include a component 
framework environment into Davidson as modified and provide an application 
dictionary for each of the client and server components. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to combine the teachings of Davidson as modified with 
Fujii because this would have provided a dictionary can be updated/modified using a 
more user friendly interface (fig.s 17, 18, col. 10, lines 21-31). 

As to claims 7-10, these are method claims of claims 2-5, respectively, thus note 
claims 2-5 for discussions. 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 5/12/2005 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

As to the amended component framework environment, it is met by Davidsopn 
as modified which provides a component framework environment (Tate, object-oriented 
environment) with client objects and server objects (Tate, source objects, target 
objects, col. 1 , lines 39-54). 
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As to the amended a plurality of application dictionaries, one application 
dictionary for each client component and each server component, this would be an 
obvious choice in that the dictionary is a data structure comprising (logical) sections 
each having information concerning one of the multiple objects (Davidson, col. 1, lines 
9-40). Designating such sections of the dictionary as separate dictionaries / sub 
dictionaries would have been an obvious choice in data structure management. 

As to the amended component pertinent information allowing a component to 
communicate with other components, Davidson as modified further teaches component 
pertinent information allowing a component to communicate with other components 
(Tate, connection between objects, col. 1, lines 49-54). It is noted that in an object- 
oriented environment, objects communicate via method invocations. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to include such component pertinent information into other 
object information compiled in the data dictionaries. 

Regarding the argued a list of used foreign components and their names, binding 
to foreign components and acquiring a link to the factory in the external components 
(remarks, page 5, last paragraph), while these features might have been disclosed, 
they are not brought out by the claim language. Therefore, the arguments are not 
persuasive. If applicant regards such features as defining over prior art, they need to 
be clearly brought out in the claims. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sue Lao whose telephone number is (571) 272-3764. A 
voice mail service is also available at this number. The examiner's supervisor, SPE 
Meng-Ai An, can be reached on (571) 272 3756. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Friday, from 9AM to 5PM. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2100. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

July 22, 2005 
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